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PER CURI AM

Diane S. Sherman appeals the magistrate judge's orders?
denying her notion for an opportunity to be heard and her notion
filed under Fed. R Cv. P. 60(b)(3), and denying her |eave to
proceed on appeal in forma pauperis.? Wth regard to Sherman’s
Rul e 60(b)(3) notion and notion for an opportunity to be heard, we
have revi ewed the record and find no reversible error. Accordingly,
we affirm this portion of the appeal on the reasoning of the

district court. See Sherman v. Verizon Virginia, Inc., No. CA-01-

526-2 (E.D. Va. Sept. 24, 2002).
Sherman al so appeal s the magi strate judge’ s order denying her
| eave to proceed in forma pauperis. W dismss this portion of the

appeal as noot. See Fed. R App. P. 24; United States v. Boutwell,

896 F.2d 884, 890 (5th Cir. 1990). Sherman has filed in this court
a notion to proceed on appeal in forma pauperis, which contains
information that was not presented to the mmgistrate judge. W

grant Sherman’s notion to proceed on appeal in forma pauperis.

1 This case was deci ded by a nmgi strate judge upon consent of
the parties under 28 U S.C. 8 636(c)(1) (2000).

2 While Sherman’s informal brief filed in this court states
that she is appealing fromthe nmagistrate judge' s order granting
summary judgnent in favor of Verizon Virginia, Inc., her inform
brief was not filed within the appeal period set forth in Fed. R
App. P. 4(a)(1), and, thus, cannot serve as a notice of appeal
See Smith v. Barry, 502 U S 244, 247-49 (1992) (holding that
docunent filed within appeal period and containing information
required by Fed. R App. P. 3(c), is functional equivalent of
noti ce of appeal).




Finally, we deny Sherman’s notions for appoi ntnent of counsel
and to correct the record, deny her notion to consolidate wth
Appeal No. 02-2170, and deny her notion to expedite consideration
of this appeal as noot. W deny Verizon Virginia, Inc.”s notionto
dism ss the appeal and dispense with oral argunent because the
facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argunent would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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